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Abstract 
Video-recorded eyewitness identification procedures can preserve an accurate record of the 
conditions under which the eyewitness made an identification. Scholars posit that having the 
record will allow legal actors to make better decisions on the basis of an identification. Yet 
limited research has examined how jurors’ judgments are influenced by this evidence. Research 
on other types of video-recorded evidence has demonstrated a strong camera perspective bias, 
wherein jurors’ judgments are influenced by the angle with which the evidence is recorded. This 
study examined whether the camera perspective bias similarly influences jurors’ perceptions of 
video-recorded identification procedures. Participants viewed a mock trial that varied whether 
the eyewitness was visible during the identification (visible, not visible), whether the 
administrator was visible during the identification (visible, not visible), whether the 
administrator knew the identity of the suspect (single-, double-blind), and how certain the 
eyewitness was in her identification (uncertain, certain). We expected that participants would 
rate the person on whom the video-record focused as more responsible for the identification, 
which would influence their ultimate verdict decisions. Our results did not support camera 
perspective bias in this context, indicating that the camera angle that video-recorded eyewitness 
identification procedures are recorded from may not influence jurors’ decision making. 
However, jurors who saw a video-recording of the eyewitness identification procedure were 
more sensitive to the suggestive nature of single-blind administrations, providing support for the 
recommendation to video record eyewitness identification procedures.   
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Not All Videos are Created Equal: Camera Perspective Bias and Video-recorded 
Eyewitness Identification Procedures 
 Eyewitness identifications serve as an important piece of evidence in many trials. 
However, they are also the leading contributing factor to wrongful convictions (Innocence 
Project, 2013). Scholars have recently recommended video-recording eyewitness identification 
procedures in order to allow jurors, judges, and attorneys to gain a better sense of what occurred 
during the identification procedure (Wells et al., 2020). Due to this recommendation, we 
anticipate that there will be an increase in the video-recording of eyewitness identification 
procedures. Therefore, it is important to understand how this new form of evidence will 
influence the legal process.  
To date, the limited research on video-recorded eyewitness identification procedures has 
produced mixed results; with some studies showing that the video-recorded evidence improves 
jurors’ discrimination between more and less reliable identifications (Reardon & Fisher, 2011), 
some showing that it does not influence discrimination (Beaudry et al., 2015; Kassin et al., 
1991), and others showing that it increases jurors’ sensitivity to procedural suggestiveness 
(Fessinger et al., 2020; Modjadidi & Kovera, 2018). Due to these discrepant findings, it is 
important to study the factors that may influence jurors’ evaluations of video recorded 
identification evidence.  
One possible factor that can influence jurors’ perceptions of video-recorded evidence is 
the angle from which the camera records the procedure. Research on other forms of video-
recorded evidence has demonstrated a “camera perspective bias”; manipulating the camera angle 
from which the procedure was recorded influences jurors’ perceptions (Lassiter & Irvine, 1986; 
Lassiter et al., 2001, 2002, 2005; Ware et al., 2008). However, there has not been any published 
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research in the eyewitness identification literature that has manipulated the camera angle in 
eyewitness identification procedures. Therefore, this study will examine whether the camera 
perspective bias also applies to jurors’ perceptions of video-recorded eyewitness identification 
procedures.  
Jurors’ Perceptions of Eyewitnesses 
There are many different factors that can influence the accuracy of eyewitness 
identifications and jurors’ decisions on the basis of those identifications. In general, jurors are 
unable to distinguish between accurate and inaccurate eyewitnesses because they tend to 
overlook diagnostic indicators of accuracy and over rely on nondiagnostic indicators.   
Jurors may overlook the behavioral influence of the administrator on eyewitnesses’ 
identifications (Wright et al., 2009, 2010; Beaudry et al., 2015). In eyewitness identifications, the 
administration can be biased if the lineup is administrated by someone who is not blinded to 
which lineup member is the suspect and which ones are fillers, compared to a double-blind 
administration in which the administrator does not know which lineup member is the suspect 
(Kovera & Evelo, 2017). When a lineup administrator knows who the suspect is, they are more 
likely to unintentionally exhibit behaviors that will influence the eyewitness into identifying the 
suspect (Charman & Quiroz, 2016; Greathouse & Kovera, 2009, Zimmerman et al., 2017). 
Leading the eyewitness to identifying the suspect is problematic because the suspect may not be 
the actual perpetrator. Therefore, having a non-blind lineup administrator can ultimately 
influence the accuracy of the identification (Cutler, & Penrod, 1998).  
Yet, jurors are not always attuned to differences between single- and double-blind 
administration. Some research has shown that jurors’ verdicts are not influenced by hearing 
whether the administrator knew who the suspect was (Wright et al., 2009, 2010; Beaudry et al., 
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2015). For example, Wright et al. (2010) demonstrated jurors’ insensitivity to administration 
type by conducting four studies that manipulated the administration type (single-, double-blind) 
in a crime summary. They found that verdicts were not influenced by hearing whether the lineup 
administrator knew who the suspect was. This finding that jurors are insensitive to the impact 
that administrator knowledge has on eyewitness accuracy has been found in other research as 
well (Wright et al., 2009; Beaudry et al., 2015). However, some more recent research has shown 
that jurors can be sensitive to differences in administrator knowledge (Fessinger et al., under 
review; Modjadidi & Kovera, 2018). Thus, it is important to continue examining jurors’ 
perceptions of administrator type to determine what factors help sensitize jurors to leading 
administrations.  
Although the administration type can affect many factors of the identification procedure, 
one of the most important factors it can affect is the confidence of the eyewitness. The 
confidence of the eyewitness is the primary determinant of whether a jury accepts an 
identification as reliable (Cutler et al., 1990). Jurors relying on the confidence of the eyewitness 
in order to judge the accuracy of the identification is problematic because confidence is not 
always a reliable indicator of accuracy, especially when the lineup administrator engages in 
suggestive procedures (Wixted & Wells, 2017). One suggestive procedure that inflates 
eyewitness confidence is post-identification behaviors and feedback during a single-blind 
administration (Garrioch & Brimacombe, 2001). This effect of administrator feedback on 
eyewitness confidence has been consistently found in other research as well (Steblay, Wells, & 
Douglas, 2014). Therefore, when an administration is conducted by a single-blind administrator 
compared to a double-blind administrator, the eyewitness is likely to give a higher confidence 
rating (Bradfield et al., 2002; Charman & Quiroz, 2016; Wells & Bradfield, 1999). When an 
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eyewitness is more certain in their identification, jurors are more likely to assume that the 
identification is accurate, which will increase their chances of rendering a guilty verdict (Cutler 
et al., 1988, 1990; Lindsay et al., 1989; Smalarz & Wells, 2013). Jurors overlook other predictors 
of accuracy when an eyewitness expresses a high degree of certainty (Lindsay et al., 1981), 
further indicating that the certainty of the eyewitness heavily affects jurors’ decisions. Therefore, 
an intervention is needed to sensitize jurors to factors that affect eyewitness reliability. 
Video-recording Recommendation 
 Scholars recently composed a scientific review paper that contains several procedural 
reforms that could potentially mitigate the influence of eyewitness misidentifications on juror 
decisions (Wells et al., 2020). One of these reforms involves video-recording entire identification 
procedures, including pre-lineup instructions and eyewitness confidence statements. The idea 
behind this recommendation is that the video may influence the progression of a case from the 
initial identification through the ultimate verdict and resulting sentence. The video preserves a 
secure and accurate record of what transpired. It will document pertinent information about the 
procedure, such as how long it took the eyewitness to make an identification, how confident the 
eyewitness was during the identification, and the behavior of the administrator during the 
identification procedure. Video-recording could also deter administrators from engaging in 
suggestive behaviors as they will know that the court may be able to view the identification 
procedure. 
 During plea negotiations, trial, and sentencing, jurors, judges, and attorneys could view 
the procedure themselves. Having a video-recording would eliminate the need for them to rely 
on police officers’ or eyewitnesses’ memories as they will be able to view exactly how the 
procedure occurred rather than relying on potentially inaccurate accounts. Additionally, experts 
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would be able to review the video-recording to determine whether the administrator used proper 
procedures.  
Although scholars recommend video-recording identification procedures, they have done 
so while acknowledging that there has been limited research that has examined whether video-
recordings help jurors better evaluate identifications (Wells et al., 2020). The small number of 
studies on this evidence has yielded mixed results. On the one hand, video-recordings may 
sensitize jurors to the accuracy of an identification. In one study, Reardon and Fisher (2011) 
examined whether showing jurors a video of the eyewitness’s identification would facilitate 
jurors’ ability to discriminate between accurate and inaccurate witnesses. Their study consisted 
of mock jurors observing a simulated trial in which they either saw only the eyewitness’s 
testimony or the eyewitness’s testimony plus a video of the eyewitness describing and 
identifying the perpetrator. Their results showed that jurors in the examination-plus-video 
condition discriminated between accurate and inaccurate eyewitnesses better than jurors in the 
examination-only condition. This finding indicates that video-recording the identification 
procedure improves jurors’ discrimination between accurate and inaccurate identifications.  
On the other hand, video-recordings may have no effect on jurors’ perceptions and 
decision. For example, Kassin et al. (1991) also conducted a study examining whether jurors 
could more accurately evaluate eyewitness evidence by observing a video of the identification 
procedure. They had jurors view either an examination, a video, or both. Their findings showed 
that jurors’ evaluations of the eyewitness did not differ regardless of whether they viewed an 
examination, a video, or both. These findings were also consistent with another study conducted 
by Beaudry and colleagues (2015), who examined the effect of evidence type on jurors’ 
perceptions of genuine accurate and inaccurate eyewitness identifications. They found that 
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exposure to the identification video did not produce more correct judgements of eyewitness 
accuracy compared to the identification plus testimony or testimony only conditions.  
The aforementioned studies focused primarily on manipulating the behavior of the 
eyewitness rather than the administrator. In a more recent study, Modjadidi and Kovera (2018) 
instead examined if video-recorded eyewitness identification procedures sensitized jurors to 
differences in administration type (single-blind or double-blind). They manipulated the 
administration type (single-blind or double-blind), presence of a video-recorded administration 
(present or absent), and type of expert testimony (stress or stress plus single-blind 
administration). Their results indicated that the jurors who watched the video-recorded 
identification procedure were better able to recognize when suggestive, single-blind procedures 
were used than the jurors who did not see the video-recording.  
With the small amount of research on video-recording eyewitness identification 
procedures producing mixed results, it is difficult to know what the effects of the 
recommendation by Wells et al. (2020) will be. It is possible the video-recordings will have a 
sensitizing effect on jurors’ perceptions (e.g., Modjadidi & Kovera, 2018; Reardon & Fisher, 
2011) or no effect (e.g., Beaudry et al., 2015; Kassin et al., 1991). Therefore, it is important to 
discover the reason behind the inconsistencies that these studies have found on whether video-
recording actually helps jurors better evaluate identification procedures.  
Camera Perspective Bias 
 One potential explanation for the discrepant findings across studies is camera perspective 
bias. Camera perspective bias is a phenomenon in which the angle from which evidence is 
recorded influences jurors’ evaluations of the evidence (Lassiter & Irvine, 1986). Camera 
perspective bias is consistent with the theory of illusory causation, wherein observers judge an 
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object that is salient, or the focus of the observers’ attention, as more responsible for events than 
may objectively be true (McArthur, 1980). The perspective from which people observe an 
interaction influences how they first register the information, which ultimately influences the 
attributions around that interaction (McArthur, 1980). Therefore, illusory causation suggests that 
judgments of responsibility are more likely to be attributed right away to the person that is most 
noticeable to the observer rather than being attributed later on in the retrieval of memory process. 
In demonstrating the camera perspective bias on video-recorded evidence, Lassiter and 
Irvine (1986) conducted a study that manipulated the camera angle in a video-recorded 
interrogation. They showed participants a suspect-focused, detective-focused, or equal-focused 
interrogation and had them rate how coercive the interrogation was. Judgments of coercion were 
lowest when the camera focused primarily on the suspect, intermediate when the camera focused 
on the suspect and detective equally, and highest when the camera focused primarily on the 
detective. The finding that camera perspective influences judgements of coercion has also been 
consistently found in other studies involving video-recorded interrogations (Lassiter et al., 2001, 
2002, 2005; Ware et al., 2008).  
Lassiter and his colleagues’ have conducted a series of studies designed to test 
interventions that might mitigate camera perspective bias. They tried altering participants’ sense 
of accountability (Lassiter et al., 2001), providing judicial instructions and other evidence 
(Lassiter et al., 2002), and manipulating attributional complexity (Lassiter et al., 2005). 
However, these manipulations did not eliminate the bias caused by camera perspective, 
indicating that the camera perspective bias is a robust effect that is difficult to overcome.  
Researchers have yet to examine whether camera perspective bias similarly influences 
jurors’ evaluations of video-recorded eyewitness identification procedures. Yet camera 
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perspective bias may generalize across other types of video-recorded evidence. Accordingly, 
jurors who see an eyewitness-focused identification procedure may overlook the administrator’s 
behavior and attribute the identification to the eyewitness despite a suggestive procedure. In 
contrast, jurors who see an administrator-focused identification procedure may attribute the 
identification to the suggestive procedures used and may not believe the eyewitness to be 
accurate. We conducted the present study to determine if (and how) camera perspective bias 
influences jurors’ perceptions of video-recorded eyewitness identification procedures.  
Hypotheses 
  As consistent with past research, we expected that participants who did not see a video-
recorded identification procedure (i.e., when neither the eyewitness nor administrator were 
visible) would be less likely to convict the defendant (Hypothesis 1) than would those who saw a 
video-recorded identification procedure. As predicted by the camera perspective bias, we 
expected that participants would rate the person on whom the camera focused as more 
responsible for the identification than the person who was not on camera (Hypothesis 2). 
Specifically, we predicted that when the eyewitness was visible, jurors would rate the 
administrator as less responsible for the identification (Hypothesis 2a) than when the eyewitness 
was not visible. When the administrator was visible, we predicted that jurors would rate the 
administrator as more responsible for the identification than when the administrator was not 
visible (Hypothesis 2b). 
Method 
Design 
 The study conformed to a 2 (Eyewitness Visible during Identification Procedure: Not 
Visible, Visible) x 2 (Administrator Visible during Identification Procedure: Not Visible, 
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Visible) x 2 (Administration Type: Single-, Double-Blind) x 2 (Eyewitness Certainty: Uncertain, 
Certain) between-subjects design. Participants were randomly assigned to a condition and each 
cell contained between 16 and 27 participants.   
Participants  
We recruited jury-eligible participants from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk). To 
ensure higher quality data, only those with an MTurk account that had performed well on past 
tasks were able to see the advertisement for the study, which included a link to the study on 
Qualtrics. A priori power analyses indicated that 22 participants per condition (352 participants 
total) was sufficient to detect even small effects (f = 0.15) with conventional power (80%) and 
alpha levels (p = 0.05). Therefore, we collected data from a total of 458 participants (an 
additional thirty percent) to ensure sufficient power after removing participants who failed 
attention checks or provided incomplete data. Our total sample consisted of 346 participants. 
Participants received $5 for their participation.  
The majority of participants identified as male (58%); ranged in age from 19 to 73 (M = 
39, SD = 11.96); identified as White or Non-Hispanic (73%), Black or African American (17%), 
or Asian (7%); and lived in California (14%). The majority were registered to vote (95%); did 
have a state identification or driver’s license (98%); had not been called for jury duty (56.1%); 
had not served on a jury (83%); and described their political views as liberal (27%).  
Procedure 
Participants viewed the advertisement for the study on MTurk and then followed the link 
to the study in Qualtrics. Participants then read an informed consent form and indicated whether 
they consented to participate in the study. Those who consented were randomly assigned to one 
of sixteen versions of a mock robbery trial. After watching the trial, participants answered the 
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dependent measure questionnaires. They then completed several attention and manipulation 
checks, filled out a demographic questionnaire, and received a code for compensation.  
Materials  
Participants viewed a video-recorded mock robbery trial that included opening jury 
instructions; opening statements from both attorneys; testimony from an eyewitness, two police 
officers, and an expert; presentation of the video-recorded identification in the experimental 
conditions; closing arguments; and closing jury instructions. Participants assigned to the no 
video recorded identification conditions heard about the identification procedure through the 
administrator and eyewitness’s testimony, including whether it was conducted by a blind or 
nonblind administrator, but did not view a video of the eyewitness identification procedure. The 
remaining participants heard about the identification procedure through the administrator and 
eyewitness’s testimony and viewed a video of the eyewitness identification procedure that varied 
in who was visible on camera (eyewitness, administrator, both). We also manipulated the 
certainty of the eyewitness (certain, uncertain). The four independent variables were manipulated 
orthogonally.  
Eyewitness visible during identification procedure. We varied whether jurors viewed 
the eyewitness during the identification procedure (not visible, visible).   
Administrator visible during identification procedure. We varied whether jurors 
viewed the administrator during the identification procedure (not visible, visible).   
Administration type manipulation. The administrator was either single- or double-
blind. In the single-blind condition, the administrator testified that he knew the identity of the 
eyewitness and told the eyewitness that she correctly identified the suspect upon making an 
identification. In the video, he exhibited behaviors that are more likely to be emitted by single-
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blind administrators (e.g., asking about the suspect’s photo, giving confirmatory feedback). In 
the double-blind condition, the administrator testified that it is his department’s procedure for a 
police officer who is not involved in the case to administer a lineup and that he provided the 
eyewitness no feedback after making an identification. In the video, he refrained from 
commenting during the procedure and from providing confirmatory feedback. 
Eyewitness certainty manipulation. The eyewitness was either certain or uncertain 
about her identification. In the certain condition, the eyewitness only discussed the defendant’s 
photo from the array, choose the defendant’s photo quickly, and displayed certainty in her 
decision. In the uncertain condition, the eyewitness switched her choice from a filler to the 
suspect, hesitated to choose, and displayed uncertainty in her decision.  
Dependent Measures  
Verdict. Participants indicated whether they found the defendant guilty or not guilty and 
provided a confidence rating (0 = not at all confident, 100 = completely confident). 
Causal attributions. Participants indicated their causal attributions about the 
identification (whether the administrator or eyewitness was more responsible for the choice and 
whether the administrator or eyewitness was more in control over the identification procedure) 
using a sliding scale (0 = eyewitness, 100 = administrator). We created a composite variable 
representing who was more responsible for the identification by taking the average of these two 
items (Cronbach’s α = .82).  
Manipulation checks. Participants completed five manipulation checks that asked if the 
administrator knew the identity of the suspect, if the participant could see the eyewitness make 
the identification, if the participant could see the administrator when he administered the 
identification procedures, if the video-recorded identification procedure was not shown or 
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focused on the eyewitness, administrator, or both equally, and if the eyewitness was certain in 
her identification.  
Demographics questionnaire. Participants completed demographics questions, 
including their gender, age, location, race/ethnicity, political views, jury eligibility (i.e., 
citizenship, whether they are registered to vote, whether they have a state identification or 
driver’s license), and past jury experience (i.e., summoned, served).  
Results 
Manipulation Checks 
 We excluded participants who were unable to correctly recall whether the administrator 
knew the identity of the suspect. Therefore, we only included participants for whom the 
administration type manipulation was successful in the analyses. We checked the success of the 
certainty manipulation by conducting a four-way factorial analysis of variance (ANOVA) on 
participants’ ratings of eyewitness certainty. There was significant main effect of eyewitness 
certainty, F (1, 330) = 41.52, p < .001, d = 0.70, 95% CI [0.52, 0.87]. Participants rated the 
certain eyewitness as significantly more certain (M = 4.96, S.E. = 0.12) than the uncertain 
eyewitness (M = 3.82, S.E. = 0.13). There were also significant interactions between eyewitness 
certainty and administration type, F (1, 330) = 4.56, p = .03, ƞ  = .01; and eyewitness certainty, 
administration type, and administrator visibility, F (1, 330) = 3.93, p = .048, ƞ  = .01.   
Participants always rated the uncertain eyewitness as less certain than the certain eyewitness, 
demonstrating a successful manipulation of eyewitness certainty, but the differences were 
smaller or larger across conditions.  
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Verdict  
 Most participants (60%) found the defendant not guilty and were fairly confident (M = 
78.51, SD = 17.76) in their decision. We conducted a binary logistic regression on verdict by 
entering all four main effects and eleven interactions simultaneously. There were no significant 
main effects or interactions. See Table 1 for full results.  
Causal Attributions  
 We conducted a four-way factorial ANOVA to examine the effects of the manipulated 
variables and their interactions on perceptions of responsibility for the identification. There was a 
significant main effect of administration type, F (1, 330) = 148.83, p < .001, d = 1.27, 95% CI [-
1.44, 3.99]. Participants in the single-blind administration conditions rated the administrator as 
more responsible for the identification (M = 68.87, S.E. = 1.84) than did those who were in the 
double-blind administration conditions (M = 35.75, S.E. = 2.01). There was also a significant 
main effect of eyewitness certainty, F (1, 330) = 16.75, p < .001, d = 0.36, 95% CI [-2.84, 3.56]. 
Participants who saw an uncertain eyewitness rated the administrator to be more responsible for 
the identification (M = 57.87, S.E. = 1.96) than those who saw a certain eyewitness (M = 46.75, 
S.E. = 1.88).  
There was a significant two-way interaction between administrator visibility and 
eyewitness certainty, F (1, 330) = 4.31, p = .04, ƞ  = .03. When the administrator was visible, 
participants rated the administrator as more responsible when the eyewitness was uncertain (M = 
62.64, S.E. = 2.83) than when the eyewitness was certain (M = 45.89, S.E. = 2.76), F (1, 330) = 
17.96, p < .001, d = 0.67, 95% CI [-3.18, 4.52]. In contrast, when the administrator was not 
visible, whether the eyewitness was uncertain (M = 53.09, S.E. = 2.70) or certain (M = 47.61, 
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S.E. = 2.56) did not influence participants’ ratings of responsibility, F (1, 330) = 2.16, p = .14, d 
= 0.22, 95% CI [-3.40, 3.84].  
There was also a significant two-way interaction between administration type and 
eyewitness certainty, F (1, 330) = 4.31, p = .039, ƞ  = .031. When the administration was 
single-blind, participants rated the administrator as more responsible when the eyewitness was 
uncertain (M = 77.25, S.E. = 2.64) than when the eyewitness was certain (M = 60.50, S.E. = 
2.52), F (1, 330) = 21.08, p < .001, d = 0.67, 95% CI [-2.89, 4.23]. In contrast, when the 
administration was double-blind, whether the eyewitness was uncertain (M = 38.48, S.E. = 2.89) 
or certain (M = 33.01, S.E. = 2.80) did not influence participants’ ratings of responsibility, F (1, 
330) = 1.85, p = .18, d = 0.22, 95% CI [-3.70, 4.13].   
Finally, there was a significant three-way interaction between eyewitness visibility, 
administrator visibility, and administration type, F (1, 330) = 7.87, p = .01, ƞ  = .02. The 
interaction between eyewitness visibility and administrator visibility was different for single- 
versus double-blind administrations. The pattern of results is presented in Figures 1 and 2. 
In single-blind administrations when the eyewitness was not visible, participants rated the 
administrator as more responsible when the administrator was visible (M = 76.46, S.E. = 3.65) 
than when the administrator was not visible (M = 55.97, S.E.= 3.65), F (1, 330) = 15.74, p < 
.001, d = 0.83, 95% CI [-4.18, 5.83]. In single-blind administrations when the eyewitness was 
visible, whether the administrator was visible (M = 69.73, S.E. = 3.69) or was not visible (M = 
73.31, S.E. = 3.60) did not influence participants’ ratings of responsibility (see Figure 1), F (1, 
330) = 0.48, p = .49, d = 0.14, 95% CI [-5.14, 4.85].  
In double-blind administrations, eyewitness and administrator visibility had no effect. 
When the eyewitness was not visible, whether the administrator was visible (M = 32.47, S.E. = 
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4.18) or was not visible (M = 36.30, S.E.= 3.83) did not influence participants’ ratings of 
responsibility, F (1, 330) = 0.46, p = .50, d = 0.16, 95% CI [-5.62, 5.31]. Similarly, when the 
eyewitness was visible, whether the administrator was visible (M = 38.40, S.E.= 4.25) or was not 
visible (M = 35.82, S.E. = 3.82) did not influence participants’ ratings of responsibility (see 
Figure 2), F (1, 330) = 0.21, p = .65, d = 0.11, 95% CI [-5.39, 5.60].   
Discussion 
 Scholars have recently recommended video-recording eyewitness identification 
procedures in order to preserve an accurate record of what transpired during the procedure. The 
idea behind this recommendation is that it will allow jurors and judges to view the procedure 
themselves instead of relying on potentially inaccurate accounts (Wells et al., 2020). However, 
there has been limited research that has examined how video-recorded identification procedures 
influence juror decision making. Of the limited research, there have been mixed results; with 
some studies showing that video-recorded identifications improves jurors’ decision making 
(Modjadidi & Kovera, 2018; Reardon & Fisher, 2011), and others showing that it does not 
influence jurors’ decision making (Beaudry et al., 2015; Kassin et al., 1991). One possible 
explanation for the discrepant findings is camera perspective bias, which postulates that the angle 
from which evidence is recorded influences jurors’ evaluations of the evidence (Lassiter & 
Irvine, 1986). Research on other types of video-recorded evidence has shown that jurors’ 
judgments differ if the camera focused primarily on the suspect, on the detective, or on the 
suspect and detective equally (Lassiter & Irvine, 1986; Lassiter et al., 2001, 2002, 2005; Ware et 
al., 2008). The current study directly tested whether this effect generalizes to video-recorded 
identification procedures. We manipulated the camera angle from which the video-recorded 
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identification procedure is recorded to see whether it influences jurors’ verdict decisions and 
perceptions of responsibility for the identification.  
Effects on Verdict  
 We expected that participants would be less likely to convict the defendant when they did 
not see a video-recorded identification procedure (i.e., when neither the eyewitness nor the 
administrator were visible) than those who saw a video-recorded identification procedure 
(Hypothesis 1). However, the results of the binary logistic regression analysis examining the 
main and interactive effects of administration type, eyewitness visibility, administrator visibility, 
and eyewitness certainty on verdict were inconsistent with our hypothesis; none of our 
manipulated variables nor their interactions demonstrated significant effects. Consistent with 
past research, participants were equally likely to render guilty verdicts regardless of whether they 
saw a video-recorded identification procedure, whether the administration was double-blind or 
single-blind, and whether the eyewitness was certain or uncertain in her identification 
(Modjadidi & Kovera, 2018; Fessinger et al., under review).  
Although we did not find that our manipulated variables affect participants’ verdict 
decisions directly, it may be likely that they will affect mediators, which could result in 
significant indirect effects on verdict. Past research demonstrates that administration type and 
expert testimony indirectly affects verdict via participants’ ratings of procedural suggestiveness 
and eyewitness credibility, even in the absence of direct effects (Modjadidi & Kovera, 2018; 
Fessinger et al., under review). We found that viewing a video-recording of an eyewitness 
identification procedure during a single-blind administration resulted in higher ratings of 
administrator responsibility compared to those who did not view a video-recording. It is possible 
that higher ratings of administrator responsibility could result in fewer guilty verdicts; indicating 
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that the participants who viewed the video-recording of the single-blind administration would 
render fewer guilty verdicts than those who did not see the video-recording due to them 
attributing more responsibility for the identification to the administrator rather than the 
eyewitness. Therefore, it is possible that although our manipulated variables do not directly 
affect verdict, they may do so by causing changes in other variables such as responsibility, 
procedural suggestiveness, and eyewitness credibility, which themselves could affect verdict. 
Effects on Responsibility  
 We also expected that participants would rate the person on whom the camera focused on 
as more responsible for the identification (Hypothesis 2). Specifically, we predicted that when 
the eyewitness was visible, jurors would rate the administrator as less responsible for the 
identification (Hypothesis 2a) than when the eyewitness was not visible. When the administrator 
was visible, we predicted that jurors would rate the administrator as more responsible for the 
identification than when the administrator was not visible (Hypothesis 2b).  
 Our results show a slightly more complex pattern of results than we predicted; in which 
the effects of eyewitness and administrator visibility on responsibility were moderated by 
administration type. We found that the visibility of the eyewitness and the administrator only 
affected participants’ ratings of responsibility in the single-blind administration conditions. In 
these conditions, participants were more likely to attribute responsibility to the administrator 
when they saw a video-recording of the eyewitness identification procedure than when they did 
not. When they saw a video-recording of the eyewitness identification procedure, their ratings of 
responsibility did not differ regardless of who was on camera. This finding is in contrast of 
hypothesis 2, and research demonstrating that camera perspective bias is a strong effect that is 
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difficult to overcome, as the participants did not always attribute more responsibility to the 
person on camera (Lassiter et al., 2001, 2002, 2005).  
Thus, showing jurors a video of the eyewitness identification procedure, irrespective of 
the camera angle, led them to attribute more responsibility to the administrator but only during 
single-blind administrations. Therefore, consistent with Modjadidi and Kovera (2018), jurors 
were more sensitive to the suggestive procedures that single-blind administrators may emit when 
they are able to see the identification procedure. However, this finding conflicts with the 
literature on camera perspective bias in interrogations because ratings of responsibility were not 
significantly different across camera perspectives. The lack of difference in jurors’ ratings of 
responsibility between the administrator-, eyewitness, and dual-focused perspectives during the 
single-blind administration may be attributable to the strength of the suggestive behaviors that 
the administrator emitted; meaning that the administrator engaged in such strong suggestive 
behaviors that the participants were able to detect them even when the camera was focused only 
on the eyewitness.  
Limitations and Future Directions   
 We acknowledge that our research has limitations. For one, the order that the participants 
answered the dependent measure questions could have influenced their ratings. The participants 
rendered their verdict before rating their perceptions of responsibility because we did not want 
the participants to know that responsibility was our variable of interest. Knowing so may have 
caused them to render their verdict decision based on their responsibility perceptions. However, 
it is possible that participants’ previously rendered verdicts could have influenced their ratings of 
responsibility. For instance, participants may have provided responsibility ratings consistent with 
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their verdict decision. Future research should randomize whether participants render their verdict 
before or after giving their ratings of responsibility.  
 Another possible limitation is that our study involved a single-blind administrator that 
knew who the suspect was, emitted cues throughout the identification procedure, and confirmed 
to the eyewitness that she had identified the suspect. However, it is possible that not all single-
blind administrators may engage in such explicit suggestive behaviors. Therefore, it would be 
important for future research to examine if video-recorded identification procedures can still 
sensitize jurors to single- versus double-blind administration when the behaviors emitted by the 
administrator are less explicit in the single-blind administration. Making the behaviors of the 
administrator less explicit may be done by manipulating the amount or type of suggestive 
behaviors that the administrator engages in throughout the identification procedure.  
 Finally, we did not exclude participants based on whether they were able to correctly 
identify who the camera focused on during the identification procedure (i.e., the visibility 
manipulation checks). We found that 28% of our participants failed this manipulation check. 
However, it is possible that these participants failed this manipulation check due to the confusing 
nature of the question, which asked participants Which of the following best describes the video 
of the lineup administration that the prosecutor showed during the trial, and the response options 
(the prosecutor did not show a video of the lineup administration, the camera was focused 
primarily on the eyewitness, the camera was focused primarily on the administrator, or the 
camera was focused equally on the eyewitness and the administrator). With the entire mock trial 
being video-recorded, it is possible that the participants were unsure which video-recording the 
question was aiming at, especially for the participants who did not view a video-recording of the 
eyewitness identification procedure. We also decided to include these participants because they 
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were spread across the sixteen conditions. Therefore, the exclusion of them would be unlikely to 
systematically change the pattern of results between conditions. 
Conclusions 
 Camera perspective bias indicates that manipulating the angle of video-recorded evidence 
influences juror decision making (Lassiter & Irvine, 1986). Although this phenomenon has been 
consistently demonstrated with video-recorded interrogations, our results do not indicate that 
manipulating the camera angle in video-recorded identification procedures influences jurors’ 
decision making in regard to rendering verdicts or perceptions of responsibility. However, our 
results provided support for the video-recording recommendation made by Wells and colleagues 
(2020) who suggested that video-recording the entire identification procedure might help jurors 
and judges better evaluate the evidence in eyewitness identifications. Our results indicate that 
viewing a video of the eyewitness identification procedure sensitized jurors to the suggestive 
nature of single-blind administrations. Therefore, video-recording identification procedures 
remains important for jurors to recognize when suggestive procedures are used and evaluate the 
identification procedure accordingly.   
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Table 1  
Logistic Regression Results of Manipulated Variables and their Interactions on Verdict 
         95% CI for OR 
Variable B S.E. Wald df p OR Lower Upper 
Eyewitness Visible -0.29 0.52 0.31 1 .58 0.75 0.27 2.08 
Administrator Visible -0.75 0.60 1.55 1 .21 0.48 0.15 1.54 
Administration Type -0.13 0.53 0.06 1 .81 0.88 0.31 2.50 
Eyewitness Certainty 0.59 0.52 1.28 1 .26 1.20 0.65 4.97 
Admin Visible x Eyewitness Visible 0.14 0.84 0.03 1 .87 1.15 0.22 5.98 
Admin Type x Eyewitness Visible -0.41 0.61 0.45 1 .50 0.67 0.20 2.20 
Certainty x Eyewitness Visible -0.13 0.61 0.05 1 .83 0.88 0.27 2.89 
Admin Visible x Certainty 0.24 0.80 0.09 1 .76 1.27 0.27 6.11 
Admin Type x Administrator Visible 0.18 0.86 0.04 1 .83 1.20 0.22 6.39 
Admin Type x Certainty -0.11 0.61 0.03 1 .86 0.90 0.27 2.97 
Admin Type x Admin Visible x 
Eyewitness Visible  
-1.37 1.46 0.89 1 .35 0.25 0.02 4.39 
Admin Visible x Certainty x Eyewitness 
Visible 
0.29 1.07 0.07 1 .79 1.33 0.16 10.80 
Admin Type x Admin Visible x 
Certainty 
-1.12 1.15 0.96 1 .39 0.33 0.03 3.09 
Four-way interaction  2.19 1.63 1.80 1 .18 8.91 0.37 216.14 
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Figure 1. Interaction during the single-blind administration between administrator visibility and 
eyewitness visibility on ratings of responsibility.   
 
Figure 2. Interaction during the double-blind administration between administrator visibility and 












Eyewitness not visible Eyewitness visible
Single-blind Administration












Eyewitness not visible Eyewitness visible
Double-blind Administration
Administrator not visible Administrator visible
